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Dear Sir: 

In response to the final office action dated March 22, 2007, 
the applicant requests review of the legal and factual basis of the 
final rejection in the above- identified patent application. This 
review being requested because of clear errors in the examiner's 
rejections and the examiner's omission of essential elements need 
for- a prima facie rejection. This request is accompanied by a 
Notice of Appeal submitted concurrently herewith. 
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REMARKS 

Claims 1-18 are pending where Claims 1, 7 and 13 are 
independent, where the most recent listing of claims is provided in 
the applicant's response dated November 29, 2006. In the final 
office action, the examiner rejected all of the claims on the basis 
of substantially the identical rejections as in the previous office 
actions dated May 5, 2005, November 14, 2005, and June 29, 2006. 
Namely, in the final office action, the examiner rejected Claims 1- 
18 under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being infinite and 
also under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Miyaki (U.S. 
Patent Application Publication No. 2002/0130906) by repeating the 
same reasoning as in the prior office actions. 

As stated in the specification, the gist of the present 
invention is to allow the user to easily know whether a specified 
point of interest (POI) such as a drug store resides within a large 
structure such as a hospital building by attaching an icon such as 
hospital icon next .to the name of the drug store in the POI list 
shown on the navigation screen. An example of large structure 
includes a shopping mall, airport, sports stadium, train station, 
office building, etc. Suppose a user is going to see a medical 
doctor on a particular day, but he/she wants to do several errands 
as well such as buying medicine and flower on the same day, the 
present invention enables the user to easily know whether there are 
a drug store and/or a florist in the hospital. Other situations 
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where the present invention can be conveniently applicable are 
described at page 4, lines 13-28 in the specification. 

In the office action of June 29, 2006 and the current office 
action of March 22, 2007, the examiner rejected Claims 1-18 under 
35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite, on the ground 
that the terms "large" and "type" are not clear. The applicant has 
explained in the response of November 29, 2006 why these terms do 
not render the claims indefinite stating that acceptability of the 
claim language depends on whether one of ordinary skill in the art 
would understand what is claimed in light of the specification and 
that the fact that claim language includes relative terms does not 
automatically render the claim indefinite. MPEP 2173.05(b). 

The applicant has also explained that in this particular 
invention, the term "large structure" even helps to understand the 
invention because the point of the invention is directed to the 
situation where specified POIs such as restaurants, shops, etc. are 
located within a large structure such as a shopping mall. Because 
of the unique nature of the invention, the term "large structure" 
provides the reader better understanding of the invention . The 
term "type" also helps to clarify the invention because the icon 
used in the present invention is to show the type , i.e., category , 
of the large structure rather than its name . 

Notwithstanding this clarification, in the final office action 
dated March 22, 2007, at page 9, lines 1-5, the examiner ignores 
the applicant's arguments and repeats the same insufficient 
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reasoning that the term "large" is relative term and the term 
"type" is unnecessary. The examiner did not consider the specific 
character of the present invention and did not provide any basis of 
rejection in light of the invention. Since the examiner has 
ignored or failed to properly consider this issue, there is a clear 
error in the examiner's rejection and the examiner's omission of 
essential elements needed for a prima facie rejection. 

Further, as clearly stated in Claims 1, 7 and 13, the 
navigation system of the present invention displays a list of names 
of POI specified by the user, and if the specified POI is located 
within a large structure, the list shows the icon representing the 
type of the large structure next to the name of the specified POI. 
Throughout the prior and current office actions, the examiner has 
indicated that this feature is disclosed by the cited Miyaki 
reference without showing any specific basis. In reality, the 
cited Miyaki reference is not related to any situation where POIs 
are included within a large structure. 

For example, with respect to the limitation "if the specified 
POI is located within a large structure", the examiner did not show 
in any of the office actions as to which element of Miyaki 
corresponds to the specified POI and which element of Miyaki 
corresponds to the large structure . Further, with respect to the 
limitation "the list includes the icon representing the type of the 
large structure next to the name of the specified POI", the 
examiner did not show in any of the office actions as to which 
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element of Mivaki corresponds to the name of the specified POI and 
which element of Mivaki corresponds to the icon of the large 
structure , let alone displayed next to one another. In all of the 
previous responses, the applicant has explained in detail that the 
cited Miyaki fails to show the essential elements of the present 
invention noted above. Since the examiner has ignored or failed to 
properly consider these essential elements, there is a clear error 
in the examiner's rejection and the examiner's omission of 
essential elements needed for a prima facie rejection. 

In view of the arguments presented in the responses dated 
August 5, 2 005, January 16, 2006, November 29, 2006 and the 
supplemental arguments presented herein, the applicant submits that 
the final office action dated March 22, 2007 fails to set forth 
prima facie rejections for the claims of the present invention. 
Accordingly, the applicant respectfully request a finding that the 
application is allowed on the existing claims. 



Respectfully submitted, 



MURAMATSU & ASSOCIATES 




%apuo Muramatsu 
Ri/gistration No. 38,684 
114 Pacifica, Suite 310 
Irvine, CA 92618 
(949) 753-1127 



AMD-AP36 . 005 
072307 



-5- 



